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Sir: 

In accordance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 41.41, Appellant respectfully submits 
this Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer dated September 21, 2009. Entry of this 
Reply Brief is respectfully requested. 
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STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 25 and 26 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over U.S. Patent No. 6,825,062 (Yee) and U.S. Patent No. 6,710,430 (Minamio). 
Claims 1-24 and 27 have been previously cancelled. 
The rejections of claims 25 and 26 are being appealed. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Appellant requests that the following rejections be reviewed: 

Claims 25 and 26 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,825,062 (Yee) and U.S. Patent No. 6,710,430 (Minamio). 
No other grounds of rejection or objection currently are pending. 
This appeal is directed to claims 25 and 26. 
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ARGUMENT 

The rejection of claims 25 and 26 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,825,062 (Yee) and U.S. Patent No. 6,710,430 (Minamio). 

Appellant respectfully requests the members of the Board to reverse the aforementioned 

rejection of claims 25 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Yee 
in view of Minamio because one skilled in the art would not have combined the teachings of Yee 
and Minamio to arrive at the claimed invention. 

The Examiner has improperly combined features from two separate and distinct 
embodiments in Yee and then used this improper combination along with Minamio to reject the 
claims. See for example, Net MoneyIN, Inc. v. Verisign, Inc. , 545 F.3d 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2008) 
(unless a reference discloses within the four corners of the document not only all of the 
limitations claimed but also all of the limitations arranged or combined in the same way as 
recited in the claim, it cannot be said to prove prior invention of the thing claimed). Although 
the issue is Net MoneyIN was anticipation, the same principle would apply to the features of the 
primary reference in an obviousness context. 

Regarding claim 25, the Examiner argues that Yee discloses all of the limitations except 

for step c), the severing step. However no single embodiment discloses all of the other 

limitations of the claim. Rather, the Examiner has to rely on two separate and distinct 

embodiments in Yee. Specifically, the Examiner cites to the third embodiment of figures 3 A to 

3D plus another embodiment shown in figures 7A to 7D. Not only are these embodiments 

separate and distinct, they address different objectives. Figures 3A to 3D address the primary 

and secondary objects of the invention (col. 7, lines 14-17; col. 4, lines 38-52) and figures 7A to 

7D address the third and fourth objects of the invention (col. 1 1, lines 58-62; col. 4, lines 53-60). 
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More specifically, the Examiner alleges that claim element a) is contained in figures 3A 

to 3D. The Examiner then alleges that elements b) and d) are contained in figures 7A to 7D. 

The Examiner does not specifically identify figures 7A to 7D. However, he refers to electrical 

insulating means 32 as being the claimed adhesive. Item 32 appears only in Figures 7A to 7D 

and only figures 7A and 7B show a chip connected to a lead portion. 

In addition, one of skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine the 

embodiments of figures 3 A to 3D and figures 7A to 7D because they use different structures to 

achieve the same result. For example, in the figure 3 embodiment, the dimples/apertures 14 are 

used to prevent lateral motion of the encapsulate lead (col. 9, lines 53-56). Whereas in the figure 

7 embodiment, lateral motion is prevented by adhesive attached to the leads (col. 12, lines 40- 

49). 

As a result, even if one were to combine the "severing" feature of Minamio with the Yee 
embodiments, the combinations would fail to disclose all of the claim limitations. More 
specifically, if Minamio were combined with the figure 3 embodiment of Yee, at least element b) 
and d) would be missing. Likewise, if Minamio were combined with the figure 7 embodiment of 
Yee, at least element a) would be missing. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the above reasons as well as the reasons set forth in Appeal Brief, Appellant 
respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejections of all claims on Appeal. 
An early and favorable decision on the merits of this Appeal is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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